low a still-common misrepresentation of the council of Vienne (1311-12) when he writes that it "would elect the Thomist unicity thesis as the official doctrine of the Church" (5). It did not. Rather it merely condemned the position that the intellective soul is not truly and per se the form of the body, without directly commenting on the unicity or plurality of forms debate. This is why the Franciscan Gerard of Odo, for instance, was able to frame the Council's decree as one in favor of a plurality of forms.
This criticism aside, two general features of Silva's monograph are especially noteworthy. The first is the impressively wide range of Kilwardby's writings that it is based on. The second is its sensitivity to the relations between the debates on the structure of the human soul and other contexts, not only that of theology (for example, the incarnation of Christ, the transmission of original sin, angelic cognition), but also that of natural philosophy more generally. The main parts of the book are well argued and clearly written. In sum, it deserves to be read by everyone interested in the medieval history of philosophical psychology.
S a n d e r W . The first two articles by Terrence Irwin and Michael Pakaluk discuss the accuracy and general approach of Thomas toward Aristotle. Both rightly indicate that Thomas does not approach Aristotle in the manner of a modern scholar who seeks faithfully to explain the text, but rather as a way to discover truth. Although Thomas always attempts to comprehend Aristotle's thought thoroughly, he does not hesitate to indicate its limits when compared to religious belief. Thomas is generally reluctant to criticize Aristotle directly and often provides a charitable reading for controversial ideas. When discussing the question of the possibility of perfect beatitude, Thomas claims that Aristotle refrained from such a discussion in Ethics, because the fate of the separate soul belongs to a different science. Irwin concludes that we ought to take Thomas seriously as a historically accurate interpreter of Aristotle, even if he does introduce un-Aristotelian topics, such as the will, into his understanding of Aristotle (30).
Jörn Müller's article builds upon his earlier work on Albert the Great on the relation between happiness and beatitude. Müller claims that Aristotle offers "not one unified account of happiness, but rather a 'two-fold happiness'" (55). Albert did indeed accept the notion of two distinct types of happiness (due felicitates), but Thomas rejects this interpretation in favor of one that views Aristotelian eudaimonia as the single perfection of human beings within a lifetime. Müller indicates the importance of the qualification by Aristotle that human beings can only be beati ut homines for Thomas's view that perfect beatitude may be attained in the afterlife (62). Here Müller believes that Thomas seems brazenly to ignore Aristotle's designation of the contemplative life as perfect happiness. Thomas, however, did not have so much difficulty in showing that the philosophical life does not meet the criterion for ultimate finality and self-sufficiency, since he finds support in Aristotle's own
